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tenance of corporations, is to deal with members of the bar, excluswely. 


United States Supreme Court 

On Monday, October 7, 1929, the United States Supreme 
Court begins its October, 1929, Term. Whereas all law- 
yers are concerned with the decisions of our highest court 
and most lawyers make it a point to read the opinions when 
these are reproduced in the reporters, many of the profes- 
sion require and demand a closer contact with the court, im- 
mediate knowledge and study of the opinions as read from 
the bench on Mondays being not only a desideratum but a 
necessity. For the benefit of this last class—and others, we 
maintain and supply our Supreme Court Service, referred 
to more at length on the back page. 


Index to Volume VIII of The Corporation Journal 


An index to Volume VIII of THe Corporation JouRNAL 
(Special August, 1927, issue and regular issues from Octo- 
ber, 1927, to June, 1929, both inclusive) separately printed 
on blue paper (a 40-page pamphlet) accompanies this issue 
of THE JouRNAL to those of our readers having JouRNAL 
binders. A small additional supply of this index is available 
for distribution on request—until the extra copies have been 
exhausted. 

An Office Opened in Cincinnati 


The Corporation Trust Company has opened an office in 
Cincinnati. This office, the Company’s twenty-first, is in 
charge of James H. Aupke, until now of our Pittsburgh 
office, and is located in the Union Central Life Building. The 
telephone call is Main 3697. 


ann, 


President. 


Copyright, 1929, by The Corporation Trust Company 
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Complete State Tax Service 
for Any One State 


HERE has been an impres- 
- sion in the minds of some 

that subscriptions to The 
Corporation Tax Service, State 
and Local, must embrace service 
for all the various states. This is 
incorrect. The Service may be 
taken for only one state if that is 
all the subscriber needs, or it may 
be taken for any selection of sepa- 
rate states, or for all. For what- 
ever state the subscriber chooses 
the Service will give complete in- 
formation, kept constantly up to 
date, concerning every report that 
must be filed and every tax that 
must be paid by ordinary business 
corporations in that state, includ- 
ing the local taxes in the particular 
city or cities specified by the sub- 
scriber. The Subscription price 
of the Service is based on the num- 
ber of states and cities to be 
covered. 
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The Corporation Journal is published by The Corporation Trust 
Company monthly, except in July, August and September. Its purpose is 
to provide, in systematic and convenient form, brief digests of significant 
current decisions of the courts, and the more important regulations, 
rulings or opinions of official bodies; which have a bearing on the 
organization, maintenance, conduct, regulation, or taxation of business 
corporations. It will be mailed regularly, postpaid and without charge, 
to lawyers, accountants, corporation officials, and others interested in 
corporation matters, upon written request to any of the company’s offices 
(see next page). 


When it is desired to preserve the Journal in a permanent file, a 
special ring binder will be furnished at cost ($2) and thereafter, before 
mailing, each copy will be punched to fit the binder. 
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De Facto vs. De 


The District Court of Monroe 
County, Iowa, in Wilkin Grain Co. 
vs. Monroe County Co-operative 
Association et al., held the individ- 
ual stockholders of the corporation 
liable for the debts thereof, as co- 
partners, because of failure on the 
part of the corporation to take in 
their exactitude all of the steps pre- 
scribed by the statute, as essential to 
the creation of a corporation de 
jure. Though the Supreme Court 
of Iowa reverses, in part (223 N. 
W. 899), nevertheless the case holds 
out its warning to those having in 
hand the organization of a corpora- 
tion and the placing of it on a firm 
legal basis. (An association of the 
character here involved is not or- 
ganized under the general business 
corporation law of Iowa but that 
fact is immaterial for present pur- 
poses.) It was contended that be- 
cause of failure to comply fully 
with statutory requirements the 
“corporation” never had legal exist- 
ence and so that the “stockholders” 
were individually liable as copart- 
ners; defendant-appellants contend 
that they are burdened with no per- 
sonal liability because of the fact 
of incorporation, and that this- is 
true even though no more than a 
de facto corporation was brought 
into existence rather than a de jure 
corporation. The Supreme Court, 
as stated, finds for the defendant 
stockholders to the extent of claims 
of creditors who were not deceived 
about the incorporation of the asso- 
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-ciation and who dealt with the cor- 
poration as such rather than with 
the appellants as co-partners, but 
holds them to personal liability in 
the case of a creditor who had no 
knowledge of the incorporation un- 
der the record (because statutory 
steps were not exactly and fully 
taken by the incorporators) and 
who “apparently contracted with a 
copartnership as alleged.” The 
court says that an Iowa corporation 
may have existence and may func- 
tion though it has not the “legal ex- 
istence” that results from full com- 
pliance with the Iowa law which by 
using that term is differentiated 
from a statutory provision to the ef- 
fect that no such imperfectly or in- 
completely formed corporation shall 
have or exercise any corporate pow- 
ers. Thus, a de facto corporation 
will be recognized unless in viola- 
tion of a positive law, and there be- 
ing no contrary positive law in 
Iowa, a de facto corporation may 
have existence there if four tests 
are met: (1) A special or general 
law under which the corporation 
may live; (2) an attempt to organ- 
ize under the law in colorable com- 
pliance with the statutory require- 
ments; (3) bona fides; and (4) 
actual user or exercise of corporate 
powers in pursuance of such law, 
and attempted organization—but al- 
ways with the possibility of per- 
sonal liability adhering to the stock- 
holders as held here in the case o 
one creditor. 
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Domestic Corporations 


Delaware. 


Charter provision relative to preference adhering to preferred 
stock may not be modified legally by by-law. Here, the charter of 
a Delaware corporation provides for 12 per cent cumulative dividends, 
out of profits, on the preferred stock. By unanimous consent of all 
the stockholders a by-law was adopted, subsequent to the filing of the 
certificate of incorporation; giving to the preferred stock, on liquida- 
tion or dissolution, priority as to principal and any unpaid and ac- 
crued dividends. The Delaware General Corporation Law (as in effect 
at the time of the adoption of the by-law) authorizes the issuance of 
[one] two or more classes of stock with such preferences, etc., as may 
be stated in the certificate of incorporation or an amendment thereto, 
but provides that preferred stock shall not be created unless the original 
or amended charter makes provision therefor. (The Board of Direc- 
tors may now, by resolution, if specifically so empowered by the certifi- 
cate of incorporation or amendment thereto, fix the preferences, etc., of 
an issue of any class of authorized but unissued stock.) The Court 
of Chancery of Delaware holds that as the statute (in force at the time 
the by-law was adopted) provides that the charter or an amendment 
thereto shall state the preferences adhering to the respective classes of 
stock, any alleged preferences not stated therein do not exist; that the 
changing of the preference originally given to a class is tantamount to 
‘the issuance of a new class; that a change in preference of an old class 
or the issuance of a new class may be effected through charter amend- 
ment only; and that though stockholders may do many things by unani- 
mous consent which are binding though but for such assent they would 
not be valid, the stockholders may not thus override the law and waive 
a statutory requirement. The rights of stockholders are contract rights, 
and if preferred stock preferences are enlarged the burdens on the 
common stock are increased and its contract rights curtailed—and a 
change in contract conditions must be effected in a lawful way to be bind- 
ing. Gaskill vs. Gladys Belle Oil Co., 146 A. 337. Charles F. Curley, 
of Wilmington, for the preferred stockholders. James H. Hughes, Jr., 
of Ward & Gray, of Wilmington, opposed. 


Illinois. 


Corporate existence to be questioned by the sovereign only. This 
is an action against a school district (the corporation) into the merits 
of which we need not go. The Supreme Court of Illinois says: “It 
is a proposition too firmly established and too well known to require 
the citation of authority, that the legality of the existence of a corpora- 
tion cannot be inquired into collaterally, but only in a direct proceeding 
by the state upon an information in the nature of quo warranto—and 
this applies to corporations de facto as well as corporations de jure. In 

. an action: purporting to be brought by a corporation the plaintiff is not 
~ required even upon a plea of nul tiel corporation, to prove more than 








Maryland. 





Massachusetts. 
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a de facto existence. This doctrine arises from the necessity of the 
case and the interest of the public in the stability and validity of busi- 
ness transactions with corporations. The rights and franchises which 
may have been usurped by a de facto corporation are the rights and 
franchises of the sovereign, who alone has the right to interpose, and 
until he does so the exercise of corporate powers under color of law 
must be regarded as rightful. Although an association may not be able 
to justify itself when called on by the state to show by what authority 
it assumes to be and act as a corporation, yet for reasons of public 
policy no one but the state will be permitted to call in question the 
lawfulness of its organization.” Fiedler vs. Eckfeldt, 166 N. E. 504. 
D. K. Lindhout, of Chicago Heights, for appellants. Abbott, Abbott & 
Bishop and Tolman, Sexton & Chandler, all of Chicago, for appellees. 


No preemptive rights accrue to existing stockholders where new 
stock is validly issued in return for property. The court (Circuit 
Court No. 2 of Baltimore City) recognizes, here, the practically uni- 
versal rule that the preemptive right to subscribe, pro rata, to stock 
incident to an increase of capitalization of a corporation is inherent 
with the stock ownership but states that exceptions to the rule may 
arise as when the charter or certificate of incorporation provides other- 
wise or when shares are issued in exchange for property. The first ex- 
ception has no application in the instant case. The second exception is 
relied on by the corporation but is opposed by certain of the original 
stockholders who have brought this action to restrain the issuance of 
stock for property. The court is of the opinion that the exception “is 
not logically sound,” but, finding one express decision (New Jersey) 
and several dicta supporting the exception and no decisions and ne 
dicta to the contrary, and noting, in addition, general concurrence among 
the text writers that it is the correct statement of the law and that it 
is in accord with the general understanding of the profession and the 
existing practice of corporations, says: “There being no Maryland deci- 
sion, I shall follow the substantially uniform current of authority else- 
where and adopt this exception as a correct statement of the law.” 
De Courcey W. Thom, et al., vs. The Baltimore Trust Company, not yet 
officially reported. Niles, Barton, Morrow & Yost, for plaintiff. G. 
Ridgely Sappington, for defendant. 


Liability of stockholders and directors for debt created after final 
distribution of corporation’s assets. A corporation was absorbed 
by another and ceased to do business other than to hold its real estate. 
The latter was sold on deferred payments; on final payment it was 
voted to distribute all remaining assets. It was realized that the cor- 
poration might be liable for additional Federal income tax for a prior 
year; two groups of stockholders (representing, in effect, all of the 
share stock) agreed, between themselves, to satisfy any such tax found 
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to be due on an apportioned basis fixed in the agreement. The addi- 
tional assessment was made; plaintiff, a member of the bar, was retained 
to seek reduction thereon in which effort he succeeded; his bill for 
services was not paid; in a suit against the corporation default judg- 
ment was rendered for him; execution on the judgment was returned 
“no funds.” Then he brought this action against the individual de- 
fendants, stockholders and directors of the corporation. The Supreme 
Judicial Court of Massachusetts (Suffolk), affirming the judgment 
below, after holding that plaintiff is not estopped, on the ground of elec- 
tion, from bringing suit against the individuals after having sued the 
corporation, finds that defendants, as stockholders, are not liable for 
debts created after final distribution of the corporation’s assets but that 
as directors they are so liable. Calkins vs. Wire Hardware Co., et al., 
165 N. E. 889. C. B. Rugg, of Worcester, for appellants. Grosvenor 
Calkins, pro se. G. K. Gardner, of Cambridge, and L. Wheeler, Jr., of 
Wercester, for defendants Wire Hardware Co. and others. 


Minnesota. 


Director of a corporation is presumed to know of what corpora- 
tion he is a director. Action is by the receiver of a corporation 
agaihst a stockholder-director thereof for an assessment. The stock- 
holder, who had been an active director before insolvency, claimed that 
he had acquired his stock through fraudulent misrepresentations and 
that he had supposed the stock was that of another company and that 
it was for that other company he was serving as director. Holding 
for the receiver the Supreme Court of Minnesota says, relative to the 
directorship (and so the stock ownership): “Almost as well might a 
husband, after four or five years of matrimonial cohabitation and the 
death of his wife, upon being sued for necessaries furnished her, de- 
fend on the ground that someone had deceived him into marrying the 
wrong woman and that he remained ignorant to her identity until after 
her death” . Johnson vs. Christlieb, 225 N. W. 927. Chester W. John- 
son, of Minneapolis, in pro. per. Herbert H. Hoar, of Minneapolis, F. 
L. Cliff, of Ortonville, and A. J. Rockne, of Zumbrota, for respondent. 


Missouri. 


Voluntary dissolution of a corporation. The Missouri statutes 
provide for the voluntary dissolution of a corporation by (1) adoption 
of a resolution favoring dissolution by unanimous vote of all the share- 
holders, (2) payment of debts, and (3) filing an affidavit of dissolution 
with the secretary of state. The St. Louis Court of Appeals (Missouri) 
says “It is clear to our minds that the statute is susceptible of no in- 
terpretation other than that the dissolution is presumptively effected by 
the filing of the required affidavit with the secretary of state, and not 
by the unanimous vote of the shareholders, which only serves the pur- 
pose of favoring the dissolution”” Kurre vs. American Indemnity Co. 
of Galveston, Tex., 17 S. W. (2d) 685. Wilbur C. Schwartz and 
Charles E. Morrow, both of St. Louis, for appellant. - Alphonse E. 
Ganahl, of Corona, Calif., and James J. O’Donchoe, of St. is, for 

« respondent. 
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New Jersey. 


Rights of minority stockholders on reorganization. Proposed 
exchange of a corporation’s assets for stock of another corporation ; in 
effect a merger; stockholders to ratify at meeting called for purpose; 
order to show cause issued with a temporary restraint against carrying 
the exchange agreement into effect, and later another against holding 
the meeting; order of continuance carrying the restraint against the 
exchange but lifting the embargo on the meeting; appeal from the 
order of continuance. The Court of Chancery of New Jersey saying 
that it “wants to be shown” and asking “Is there something concealed 
that ought to be revealed?” says that “It is not unmindful that ordi- 
narily it is not the business of the court to interfere with the manage- 
ment of the internal affairs of corporate bodies in the absence of fraud, 
but it must be observed that the present transaction is not the ordinary 
business of the defendant company, but is what may be called a bulk 
sale and to all practical purposes a merger, and as to this the stock- 
holders are entitled to the fullest discovery and protection against their 
trustees, the directors, in a situation where they collectively have such 
vast sums at stake.” Bernstein vs. New Jersey Bankers Security Co., 
et al., 146 A. 60. Leber & Ruback, of Newark, for complainant. Col- 
lins & Corbin, of Newark, for defendants. 


New York. 


Inherent right of a corporation to purchase its own stock persists. 


Section 664 of the New York Penal Law makes it a misdemeanor for 
a director of a stock corporation to concur in a vote by which it is in- 
tended to apply any portion of the funds of the corporation except sur- 
plus to the purchase of shares of its own stock. The New York Su- 
preme Court, Appellate Division, First Department, says that the in- 
herent right of a corporation to buy its own stock was not taken away 
by the enactment of this provision, and that the contract here involved, 
one of sale and purchase on installment payments, is valid After sev- 
eral of the installment payments had been made the purchasing cor- 
poration became financially embarrassed, a creditors’ committee took 
over the management and control, the assets were sold, and all cred- 
itors were paid in full except the parties here, leaving a balance for 
further distribution but not sufficient to meet in full the claims of 
plaintiff-seller (for overdue and prospective installment payments) 
and defendants. Defendants’ claims are for unpaid salaries for serv- 
ices rendered subsequent to the date of the stock purchase contract. 
Plaintiff’s contention is that he is entitled to share pro rata in the clear 
balance remaining to the credit of the corporation aforesaid, and the 
court agrees with him. Cross vs. Beguelin, et al., 235 N. Y. Sup. 336. 
Bertha Rembaugh, of New York City, for plaintiff. Charles Furnald 
Smith, of New York City, for defendant Elsa P. Beguelin. 


Transfer of decedent’s stock in a corporation to which he died 
indebted. The decision of the court below in this cause (228 N. Y. 
Sup. 174) was summarized at page 226 of the July, 1928, JournaL 
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(see also page 34, November, 1927, JourNAL), as follows: “The New 
York Supreme Court, Appellate Division, Second Department, after 
stating that section 66 of the Stock Corporation Law providing that di- 
rectors of a corporation may refuse to consent to.the transfer of stock 
until the stockholder’s indebtedness to the company is paid, if a copy 
of the law is printed on the certificate, does not create a lien on the 
shareholder’s stock in favor of the corporation, holds that the transfer 
mentioned in the statute is a transfer in fact and not one created by op- 
eration of law, as in case of death, and that on the death of the stock- 
holder, his personal representative ‘becomes the owner of the stock and 
entitled to dividends, and to have such ownership noted on the books of 
the corporation. In a case such as this, the indebtedness is paid when 
the personal representative of the deceased turns over to the corpora- 
tion its pro rata share of the net assets of the estate and a transferee 
of the personal representative would be entitled to have such transfer 
recorded on the corporation’s books.’” In re Starbuck, In re Empire 
Trust Co. The New York Court of Appeals affirms, July 11, 1929 (not 
yet officially reported). 


Oregon. 


Unfair competition ; similarity of names. The opinion in this case 
is long and is replete with citations to and reviews of similarity of 
trade-name cases, and for that reason is mentioned here. The plaintiff 
Oregon corporation (Federal Securities Company) sought to enjoin 
the Federal Securities Corporation, an Illinois corporation doing busi- 
ness in Oregon, from the use of its corporate name and also to prevent 
it from using the name which it assumed for engaging in business in 
Oregon—‘“Federal Securities Corporation of Illinois.” The Supreme 
Court of Oregon affirms the decree below denying relief. Federal Se- 
curities Co. vs. Federal Securities Corporation, 276 P. 1100. W. W. 
Banks and E. B. Seabrook, both of Portland (Malarkey, Seabrook & 
Dibble, of Portland, on the brief), for appellant. Thos. G. Greene and 
John K. Kollock, both of Portland, for respondent. 


Foreign Corporations 


Florida. 


Right of access to state courts in certain cases by unqualified 
foreign corporation. It is not necessary to go to the merits here. 
The Supreme Court of Florida, Division A, in the course of the opinion 
says: “The statute which requires a foreign corporation to comply with 
certain requirements before it shall be authorized to transact business in 
this state, does not preclude a foreign corporation, which has not com- 
plied with the statute, from seeking the adjudication of its rights in the 
courts of this state, which it acquired under the Federal constitution or 
laws in interstate commerce.” Blackshear Mfg. Co. vs. Sorey, 121 
So. 103. James H. Finch, of Marianna, for plaintiff in error (the 
company). 
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Unqualified foreign trust company trustee may use state courts 
to foreclose a mortgage held by the trust. So holds the Supreme 
Court of Florida, Division A, affirming the decree of the chancellor. 
The Trust Company (of Philadelphia) and the other. trustee of a 
certain trust sold trust realty for cash and promissory notes secured 
by a mortgage on the real estate. Eventually, the trustees filed their 
bill of complaint to foreclose the mortgage. It was urged that as the 
trust company was a foreign corporation and was not licensed to do 
business in Florida it could not bring the action (Chapter 8531, Acts of 
1921, as amended by Chapter 9287, acts of 1923). The court contents 
itself by saying, per curiam: “We have examined the basis of appellants’ 
contention, and we do not think it is well grounded.” Ocean & Lake 
Realty Co., et al., vs. Cragin, et al., 121 So. 460. Fleming, Hamilton, 
Diver, Lichliter & Fleming, of Jacksonville, for appellants. Wideman 
& Wideman, of West Palm Beach, for appellee. 


Indiana. 


Access to local courts denied unlicensed foreign corporation. On 
— for rehearing. In the original decision the Appellate Court of 
ndiana held that a certain contract on which a foreign corporation was 
suing was void since the corporation though doing business in Indi- 
ana was unlicensed. A digest of the opinion appeared in the Febru- 
ary, 1929, CorPporRATION JouRNAL, page 350. The court now says: 
“After further consideration of the question, we conclude that it was 
wholly unnecessary, in order to this decision, for us to determine as 
to whether the contract was void. Where, as here, a foreign corporation 
has failed to comply with the laws of the state that qualify it to do 
business in the state, it is sufficient for us to say in the substantial lan- 
guage of the statute, section 4918, Burns 1926, that it may maintain no 
suit either at law or in equity upon any claim, legal or equitable, 
whether arising out of contract or tort, in any court of this state. We 
therefore withdraw any holding as to the contract being void, and, 
with this modification, the petition for rehearing is denied.” Bur- 
roughs vs. Southern Colonization Co., 165 N. E. 763. 


Iowa. 


On “doing business”; service of summons. One of the defend- 
ants here is a Nebraska manufacturing and jobbing corporation with 
its principal place of business in Omaha. It has no office or place of 
business, or agency in Iowa, is not licensed to do business there and has 
not otherwise complied. with the Iowa foreign corporation law. For- 
merly it had traveling salesmen in Iowa who simply took orders, subject 
to confirmation at Omaha; these salesmen were subsequently with- 
drawn. Practically all of defendant’s business is done in Omaha though 
it occasionally receives by mail and fills orders from some of its old 
Towa customers. It maintains a retail store in Omaha to which Coun- 
cil Bluffs customers sometimes come (the two cities are opposite each 
other on the Missouri—connected by bridge) to make purchases, and, 
occasionally, a service man connected with the store makes delivery in 
Council Bluffs, and while there may call on old customers in an effort 
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Delaware Corpo 


N its Wilmington office The Corporation Trt 
for the assistance of lawyers, in all matters p 
corporations, the largest, as well as the most 
tion of its kind in the state. 

Even the location of the office at Wilmington 
capital is the result of experience, as at Wilming 
railroad facilities in the state are to be had, while 
car service makes the Secretary of State’s office 

- than an hour away. 


Our services to the lawyer provide him not ¢ 
satisfaction that comes from dealing with a ke 


trained and efficiently organized business institu 
sense of safety that comes from leaving importa 
of a responsible trust company organized and sup 
laws. 


When counsel for such institutions as 
Ford Motor, Standard Oil of New Jersey, 
Standard Oil of California, American Radi- ° 
ator-Standard Sanitary, Bendix Aviation, 
Pullman, Transcontinental Air Transport, 


Interstate Power, and so on, decide for Del- 
aware for incorporation of their clients’ 
business they decide, too, it will be seen, for 
statutory representation in Delaware by The 
Corporation Trust Company. That is be- 
cause lawyers who become counsel for such 
business interests are lawyers with whom it 
is characteristic to find out definitely the 
BEST course to take in any situation and 
then take that course. 


Chicago, 112 W. Adams St. 
Pittsburgh, Oliver Bide. 
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ngeles. urity 
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Kansas City, R. A. Lon 
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Because most of the important incorporations of 

recent years are under the laws of Delaware and 

any m aintains Se prance: of them handled by counsel 

ig e Corporation Trust Company, lawyers 

; to Delaware may have a tendency to overlook the fact that the 

aced, organiza- same accuracy and despatch and reliability that 

characterize this company’s services in Delaware 

matters are available to lawyers for incorporation 

of at the state or qualification in any other state or territory of 
best mail and the United States or any province of Canada. 


private motor In the incorporation of a new company, we bring 
, hardly more the attorney complete comparative information as 
to requirements, costs, restrictions and advantages 
under the laws of various states, that he may select 
. the sense of scientifically the one best staté for his client’s pur- 
enced, highly poses; we investigate in advance the availability 
also with the of the proposed corporate name so there will be no 
rs in the hands trouble or delay when the papers are ready to file; 
‘ we bring him precedents, court decisions, statutes, 
under banking and any other information necessary to help him 
prepare the incorporation papers on the soundest, 
most complete lines, or we draft the papers our- 
selves for his approval; when papers are approved 
we file and record—in whatever state, territory or 
province has been selected—and take all the steps 
required in that jurisdiction, furnish temporary in- 
mparp System corporators and hold their first meeting, electing 
y City the directors and adopting the by-laws as instructed 
= by the attorney, and opening the Minute Book in 
phia, Fidelity-Phila. Tr. Bldg. y oe Aon 
Atlantic Nat'l Bk. Bldg. proper order. After incorporation we maintain the 
ered Cae Test Diao, office or agent required in the state and, where re- 
ae nanan Ba —" quired by the state, keep the duplicate stock ledger, 
m, N. J., 328 Market St. and inform the attorney in advance throughout the 
aioe. Ellicott Sq. Bldg. year of all state taxes to be paid or reports to be 
filed to maintain the corporation’s standing in the 
p of America state, and of dates for stockholders’ meetings, hold- 
Deleware ing such meetings upon the attorney’s instructions. 
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to receive orders, subject to confirmation in Omaha. There was no 
evidence that he ever was given any such orders. Officers of the de- 
fendant corporation were served with process on leaving a Council 
Bluffs hotel where they had been lunching with .a prospective customer 
for discussion of possible sales in Mississippi. The U. S. District Court, 
N. D. of Iowa, Cen. Div., holds that the corporation was not at the 
time of the service in question doing business in Iowa in the sense re- 

uired to subject it to service of process. Stewart vs. Heisler, et al., 
32 F. (2d) 519. W. C. Shepard, of Allison, and Senneff, Bliss, Wit- 
wer & Senneff, of Mason City, for plaintiff. -Brown, Fitch & West, 
of Omaha, Neb., for defendants. 


Michigan. 


“Doing business” for purposes of service of summons. Defend- 
ant, here, a Canadian corporation not licensed to do business in Michi- 
gan, having neither office nor warehouse there, and keeping no goods 
in the state, sold through a salesman working on commission a quan- 
tity of its product, the order of purchase being accepted and con- 
firmed in Canada. The product not meeting the expectations of the 
purchaser correspondence ensued as a result of which a representative 
ofthe defendant visited the purchaser to give him “all the necessary 
information pertaining to our roofing, the best method to adopt in 
merchandising it as well as to assist you with whatever prospects you 
may have.” Action was brought against the Canadian company service 
of process being made on the visiting representative. Motion to set 
aside the service for want of jurisdiction of the person of the defendant 
was denied by the court below. The Supreme Court of Michigan af- 
firms, finding that the served representative was an “authorized agent” 
and that the Canadian company’s activities in Michigan through its 
“authorized agent” as stated above was the transaction of business in 
such manner as to bring it within the state for jurisdictional purposes. 
A. Harvey’s Sons Mfg. Co. vs. Sterling Materials Co., Ltd., 225 N. W. 
538. Finkelston, Lovejoy & Kaplan and Nathan N. Kaplan, all of 


Detroit, for appellant. Henry B. Graves and Charles H. Hatch, both 
of Detroit, for appellee. 3 


Nebraska. 


Foreign corporation ousted from state. The corporation was 
engaged in the business of buying earned wages at a discount, so it 
claimed ; the state asserted that the business was that of loaning money 
at usurious rates. Action is by the state on the relation of the Attorney 
General to enjoin and oust the defendant corporation. The Supreme 
Court of Nebraska agrees with the state’s contention and allows the 
writ of ouster. In addition to the claim of “buying” the defendant 
asserted that “A foreign corporation cannot be ousted from doing 
business within a state unless it has violated a law or laws of the state 
which carries with it the right of ouster, or unless it be a matter of 
public concern.” The court says that the answer to this need not take 

’ much time or space. “The defendant has, as demonstrated by the evi- 
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dence, habitually violated the laws of the state, and it is a matter of 
public concern that all persons within the state shall be protected from 
a continuation of those acts.” State ex rel. Spillman, Atty. Gen. vs. 
Central Purchasing Co., 225 N. W. 46. O. S. Spillman, Atty. Gen., 
and Geo. W. Ayres and T. J. McGuire, Asst. Attys. Gen., for plaintiff. 
Daniel J. Gross, Smith, Schall, Wright & Sheehan and Harry L. Welch, 
all of Omaha, for defendant. 


New York. 


Purchasing regularly through resident buyer and otherwise, with- 
out more, constitutes “doing business”. Service of summons was 
on an officer of a foreign corporation present in New York temporarily 
as a buyer. Officers and other employees of the corporation came to 
New York as buyers with considerable regularity in accordance with 
seasonal requirements. Additionally a New York firm was employed at 
an annual compensation, payable monthly, to act as resident buyer. 
The latter acted as such for many other out-of-town concerns. In addi- 
tion to executing buying orders on instruction, it furnished market in- 
formation on styles and sources of supply, and placed at the use of 
visiting buyers one of its many rooms. When a visiting buyer was in 
New York a card on which was printed his corporation’s name was 

laced in a slot on a board in the main office indicating the room occupied 

by the buyer, for the benefit of salesmen. When the buyer left the 
card was removed. The City Court of New York holds that this 
constitutes “doing business” in New York on the part of the foreign 
corporation and that the service was good. Merchandise Reporting 
Co., Inc., vs. L. Oransky & Sons, et al., 234 N. Y. Sup. 83. Harry 
Lyons, of New York, appearing specially, for the motion to. confirm 
official referee’s report on service of summons. Henry Uttal, of New 
York, opposed. 


Ohio. 


Installing and maintaining road signs constitutes “doing busi- 
ness”. Plaintiff here is an Indiana corporation having no office or 
place of business in Ohio and is not licensed to do business in that 
state. Action is on a three-year contract entered into in Indiana for the 
erection of advertising road signs in Ohio for the defendant, on land 
leased for the purpose by plaintiff, the signs remaining plaintiff’s prop- 
erty and to be maintained—i.e., refurbished by painting and varnishing, 
by it to the end of the contract period. The Court of Appeals of Cuya- 
hoga County, affirming the judgment below, holds that the plaintiff is 
“doing business” in Ohio, and that not having complied with the state’s 
foreign corporation law it has no right to maintain the suit in the 
Ohio court ; the contract is declared to be void. The court calls attention 
to the fact that service rather than a sale is involved, and states that it 
is immaterial where the contract was consummated or whence came the 
men (the foreign corporation’s employees) who did the work of in- 
stalling and keeping in condition. The shipping of the signs into Ohio 
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is interstate transportation ; arranging for locations, erection, and main- 
tenance is intrastate service, performed in Ohio. National Sign Corpo- | 
ration vs. Maccar Cleveland Sales Corporation, Ohio Bull. & Rep. 
(1929) page 380. T. F. Quigley, for plaintiff in error. Mann, Dray 
& Whitney, for defendant in error. ' 


Oregon. 


Outright sale of automobiles to sole state distributor under con- 
tract made without the state does not constitute doing business in 
Oregon; mandamus; service of process. Attempted service of 
summons on an automobile company, a Virginia corporation with. its 
principal office in Detroit, was made on a traveling salesman covering 
the Pacific coast for the company and, on amended complaint, on the 
company’s assistant sales manager casually in Oregon negotiating terms 
of a contract to be consummated in Detroit. This is an original pro- 
ceeding in mandamus in the Supreme Court of Oregon to require the 
lower court to quash an order refusing to dismiss a cause against the 
company on the ground of lack of jurisdiction. The company has not 
qualified in Oregon, has no property there, and claims not to be engaged 
in business in that state. It sells its cars and parts outright to an 
Oregon wholesaler who is the sole Oregon distributor thereof; it has 
no subsequent control of the cars or parts thus sold whether as to the 
distribution thereof, or otherwise. The court holds that the company is 
not “doing business” in Oregon and that in consequence the Oregon 
courts have not acquired jurisdiction, and grants the writ of mandamus 
in the absence of an adequate remedy at law. Hupp Motor Car Cor- 
poration vs. Kanzler, Judge of Circuit Court, 276 P. 273. Charles A. 
Hart, of Portland (Carey & Kerr, of Portland, on the brief), for plain- 
tiff. William P. Lord, of Portland (Lord & Moulton, of Portland, on 
motion to quash writ of mandamus), for defendant. 


Pennsylvania. 


Capital stock tax on foreign automobile mortgage corporation. 
In the April, 1929, issue of THE CorPoRATION JOURNAL, page 399, the 
decision of the Court of Common Pleas of Dauphin County in this case 
was digested as follows: “The statutes of Pennsylvania provide for a 
tax on the capital stock of domestic corporations and of foreign cor- 
porations doing business or having capital or property employed in the 
state. In general effect the tax on the capital stock of a foreign cor- 
poration is measured by the tangible property of such corporation 
which it uses within the state in the transaction of its corporate busi- 
ness or the exercise of some corporate activity. The defendant here, 
a foreign corporation, admits doing business in the state. Its principal 
business is to take assignments of bailment leases from lessor dealers 
in automobiles who have procured such leases, together with promis- 
sory notes, from customers desiring to purchase cars on the installment 
plan. The corporation in addition to having in its possession at the 
close of the year for which report was made a certain number of 
cars of which it had taken possession on default by the lessees under the 
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bailment ieases, had title at such time through assignments to it of such 
bailment leases, to a much greater number of cars not in its possession, 
but located in Pennsylvania. The court sustains the state in its conten- 
tion that those automobiles represent tangible property used in its 
business in Pennsylvania against defendant’s contention that the amount 
involved represents investments in accounts receivable and therefore is 
not taxable as the situs of the intangibles is without the state. The 
court holds that unless the rights of purchasers or creditors intervene 
the transaction, which was originally a bailment, remains a bailment, 
one of the incidents of which is the right to take possession of the 
property when the contract is violated.” The Pennsylvania Supreme 
Court in affirming the judgment says: “The title to the automobiles 
being in defendant, the conclusion is irresistible that they are being used 
in its business ‘to buy, sell, and deal in automobiles.’” Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania vs. The Motors Mortgage Corporation, appellant. Not 
yet officially reported. 


Tennessee. 


Acts as guardian by foreign trust company do not constitute 
“doing business”. A Missouri trust company acting as guardian 
for a minor sold two parcels of realty located in Tennessee a part of 
minor’s estate, and through a Memphis real estate brokerage firm ar- 
ranged for a lease, and incidental indemnity contracts, of other of the 
ward’s Tennessee property. Action is for rents due under the lease. 
The trust company is not qualified in Tennessee. Unqualified foreign 
corporations are debarred from suing in the state courts on contracts 
made in the course of their local “business.” The United States Circuit 
Court of Appeals, Sixth Circuit, affirming the judgment below, notes 
that “it has been frequently held by the courts of Tennessee that a for- 
eign corporation is doing business in that state when it transacts therein 
‘some substantial portion of its ordinary business’ * * * as distin- 
guished from transactions incidental to a business that is conducted 
outside the state,” and concludes: “What the trust company was shown 
to have done in the instant case was merely incidental to the handling 
of one estate, which came to it in the regular course of a general busi- 
ness which it was conducting outside the state. This was not, in our 
opinion, doing business within the meaning of the statute.” Colbert 
et al. vs. Toll, et al., 31 F. (2d) 837. Phil. M. Canale, of Memphis 
(Hamilton E. Little and Holmes, Canale, Loch & Glankler, all of Mem- 
phis, on the brief), for appellants. J. W. Canada, of Memphis (Can- 
ada, Williams & Russell, of Memphis, on the brief), for appellees. 


Taxation 


Georgia. 


Tax imposed on incomes of domestic and foreign corporations. 
Georgia has enacted a law (House Bill No 143, approved by the Gov- 
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ernor, August 19, 1929) imposing a tax “on the net income of every 
person, firm or corporation residing or doing business in this state” — 
based, generally, on the net income reported to the Federal government 
for income tax purposes, and amounting to one-third of the Federal 
tax. Return covering the income of the previous year and one-third 
of the tax are due on or before March 15. First return due on or be- 
fore March 15, 1930, “but the liability of taxpayers thereunder for the 
year 1929 shall only be assessed pro rata for one-fourth of the year.” 
“In any case where a non-resident corporation having an office and 
doing business in this State makes its incorhe tax returns in some 
other state, such corporation shall make an original return to the Tax 
Commissioner of Georgia confined to its business done in this State”— 
the tax in such case being one-third of what it would be if computed 
under the Federal law There has also been enacted by the Georgia 
legislature a law (Senate Bill No. 1, approved by the Governor, August 
28, 1929), amending the state constitution, if approved by the people 
at the general election next following after two months publication in 
the papers of the state, authorizing the General Assembly to impose a 
graduated income tax at a rate not to exceed 5 per cent and providing 
for a gradual reduction of the maximum rate for ad valorem tax on 
all classes of property to two mills on the dollar for years for which 
an income tax thus provided for is imposed. 


Illinois. 


License fee or franchise tax again upheld. The complainant here 
is a Delaware corporation with factories in Illinois in which sfate all 
of its business is conducted. The questioned tax is, for both a domestic 
and a foreign corporation, at the rate of 5c on each $100 of the propor- 
tion of its issued capital stock represented by business transacted and 
property located in the state. Practically all of the corporation’s prop- 
erty is located in Illinois. Though all of its business is transacted in 
that state by far the greater part thereof is in interstate commerce. 
The state included all of the business in the basis used in computing the 
tax; it was contended that this was an unconstitutional burden on in- 
terstate commerce. The Supreme Court of Illinois says that the deci- 
sion of the United States Supreme Court in Hump Hairpin Mfg. Co. 
vs. Emmerson, 258 U. S. 290, is decisive of the present case, and 
concludes that “Such a tax does not constitute a direct or substantial 
burden upon interstate commerce.” Western Cartridge Co. vs. Em- 
merson, 166 N. E. 501. Fyffe & Clarke, of Chicago (Colin C. H. 
Fyffe, of Chicago, of counsel), for appellant. Oscar E. Carlstrom, 
Atty. Gen. (B. L. Catron, of Springfield, of counsel), for appellee. 


Massachusetts. 


Inclusion of interest on Government bonds in income as Basis for 
computation of corporation franchise or excise tax is invalid. Un- 
less a certain minimum tax provision is applicable a Massachusetts cor- 
poration is subject to an excise tax with respect to the carrying on 
or doing of business by it equal to the sum of (1) an amount 
~ to five dollars per thousand on the value of its corporate excess, and (2) 
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an amount equal to 2% per cent of that part of its net income which 
is derived from business carried on within the state. The term “net 
income” is defined, in effect, as including interest on Federal, state, 
etc., bonds. The United States Supreme Court, reversing the judg- 
ment of the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court (163 N. E. 75; 

THE CorPoRATION JOURNAL for December, 1928, page 308), holds that 
the effect of the inclusion of the interest on Federal bonds in the net 
income that in part constitutes the basis of the tax is to tax the interest 
itself and so to tax the bonds, and thus renders the statute invalid to this 
extent because “in derogation of the constitutional power of Congress 
to borrow money on the credit of the United States, as well as in viola- 
tion of the Acts of Congress declaring such bonds and securities to 
be non-taxable.” The Court says that “The words of the act and the 
opinion of the state court as to the nature of the tax are to be given 
consideration and weight; but they are not conclusive. * * * And this 
Court must determine for itself by independent inquiry whether the tax 
here is what, in form and by the decision of the state court, it is de- 
clared to be, namely, an excise tax on the privilege of doing business, or, 
under the guise of that designation, it is in substance and reality a tax 
on the income derived from tax-exempt securities. * * * Words which, 
literally considered, import a tax upon something else—a tax, for ex- 
ample, as here, upon the privilege of doing business measured in part 
by the amount of non-taxable interest received—may, nevertheless, be 
adjudged to lay a tax upon the interest, if that purpose be fairly in- 
ferable from a consideration of the history, the surrounding circum- 

stances, or the statute considered in all its parts.” The Court then calls 
attention to the fact that the Massachusetts statute originally specifically 
exempted from the basic income the interest on Federal bonds, etc., and 
says: “The amended act now in force has the effect of repealing this 
original provision and imposing a burden upon the securities from 
which, by express language, they had theretofore been free. This was a 
distinct change in policy on the part of the Commonwealth, adopted, 
as though it had been declared in precise words, for the very purpose of 
subjecting those securities pro tanto to the burden of the tax. * * * 
We conclude that the amended act in substance and effect imposes a tax 
upon Federal bonds and securities; and it necessarily follows that the 
act in substance and effect also imposes a tax upon the county and 
municipal bonds. In both respects the act is void. * * * and as to the 
latter, the act impairs the obligation of the statutory contract of the 
state by which such bonds were made exempt from state taxation.” 
Mr. Justice Holmes and Mr. Justice Brandeis concur in the dissenting 
opinion of Mr. Justice Stone. The Macallen Company vs. Massachu- 
setts, 49 S. Ct. 432. Thomas Allen, of Boston, and Richard H. Wis- 
wall, of Salem, for appellant. R. Ammi Cutter, Joseph E. Warner, and 
F. Delano Putnam, all of Boston, for the State. 


Minnesota. 


Gasoline filling station license fee ordinance held illegal. The 
annual license fee for a gasoline filling station as provided by a Minne- 
apolis ordinance was $100 with $5 added for each pump in excess of 
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Pennsylvania. 


The Corporation Journal 


two. The ordinance made no provision for regulation and there was 
none by the city. The Supreme Court of Minnesota, affirming the — 
judgment below, after saying that the business of a gasoline filling sta- 
tion is not of a ‘questionable nature, is not apt to become a nuisance, is 
neither pernicious nor hurtful, but useful and necessary, and that the 
power to license is not a power to tax, and, though a reasonable license 
fee is not a tax, an unreasonable one is, finds the fee i in question to be 
manifestly unreasonable and excessive and that it is palpably a tax for 
revenue purposes, and holds the ordinance imposing the fee invalid. 
Crescent Oil Co. of Minnesota vs. City of Minneapolis et al., 225 N. W. 
904. Neil M. Cronin and Thos. B. Kilbride, both of Minneapolis, for 
appellants. Hadlick & Hadlick and Thomas Tallakson, all of Minne- 
apolis, for respondent. 


Exemption from capital stock tax of value of owned stock in 
an auxiliary corporation. In connection with the Pennsylvania 
5 mills per dollar tax on the actual value of the total capital stock of 
business corporations it is provided that in valuing owned stock of 
other corporations engaged in a business auxiliary to the business of the 
owning corporation, so much of the value of such stock as is repre- 
sented by property located or having a legal situs outside of Pennsyl- 
vania shall be excluded. In the instant case it is held by the Court of 
Common Pleas of Dauphin County, Pennsylvania, that a corporation 
formed to manufacture iron and steel is “auxiliary” to a corporation 
formed for a like purpose as is also a corporation formed to mine and 
deal in iron one; that, an ownership of over 50% of the “auxiliary” 
corporation is not essential, as contended by the state authorities, but 
40% (as here) or indeed any percentage is sufficient for purposes of 
the appropriate exemption; and that in order that advantage may be 
taken of the exemption provision the “other” corporation must have 
been actually engaged in an auxiliary business for the tax year in ques- 
tion. A statutory tax exemption provision must be strictly construed; 
here the “other” company did not engage in any business during the tax 
year and consequently was not engaged in a business auxiliary to the 
corporation that owned 40% of its stock: and so, exemption is denied. 
Commonwealth vs. Sharon Steel Hoop Co., 18 Penn. Corp. R 
(1929) 27. Thomas J. Baldridge, Atty. Gen., for Commonwealth. 
Nauman & Smith, for defendant. 

Capital stock tax; elimination of owned Pennsylvania corpora- 
tion stock on which the tax has been paid. The appellant here owns 
a large amount of stock of other Pennsylvania corporations on which 
the capital stock tax had been paid, for the year in question. The 
taxing authorities applying the “proportionate method” by use of the 
formula sanctioned by the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania in Com. 
vs. Union Shipbuilding Co., 271 Pa. 403, allowed a credit of $173,- 
421.77 of the $731,459.37 paid as taxes on the stock owned by appel- 
lant. The Supreme Court of Pennsylvania says the formula has no 
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application to the state of facts here existing, and that by the method 
adopted by the taxing authorities double taxation results and no such 
intent is evidenced by the legislation, and reaches “the conclusion that 
the Fall Brook case (Com. vs. Fall Brook Coal Co., 156 Pa. 488) is 
of controlling authority here and therefore that appellant is not liable 
to pay to the Commonwealth a capital stock tax on the stocks of Penn- 
sylvania corporations which it owns and on which there has already 
been paid a capital stock tax.” Commonwealth vs. Pennsylvania R. R. 
Co., appellant, 15 Dep. Rep. 1929, p. 899. 


“New Place of the Stockholder” 


By John H. Sears, of the New York Bar, a book of 260 pages, was 
rani in September by Harper & Brothers. Mr. Sears, who has 

d long experience, as counsel, in the organization, financing, and con- 
duct of corporations, discusses in his new work how the stockholder 
can be of more value to his corporation and how he can protect and 
advance his interests as an investor. The book, written in a happy and 
intimate vein, is not a legal treatise (though of necessity there is fre- 
quent reference to the legal phase), but is a comprehensive survey of 
the field of relationship between corporation and stockholder involving 
economic considerations, matters of convenience, practical philosophy, 
and sound business common sense. The twenty-three chapters are 
replete with suggestive thought helpful alike to the lawyer, whether or 
not directly concerned with corporation matters, to bankers, to pro- 
moters, to corporation executives, and to all stockholders. The price is 
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Delaware Corporations Organized. 


























624 corporations were organized under the laws of Delaware from 
August 21 to September 20, as against 635 for the preceding 30-day 
period, and 442 for the corresponding period of one year ago. 


Some Important Matters for 
October and November 


This calendar does not purport to cover general taxes or reports to other than 
state officials, or those we have been officially advised are not required to be filed. 
The State Report and Tax Service maintained by The C orporation Trust Company 
System sends timely notice to attorneys for subscribing corporations of report and 
tax matters requiring =" from time to time, furnishing information regarding 
forms, practices and rulin 
Grorcia—Certified Statement for Registration due on or before No- 

vember 1—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

New Yorx—Supplementary franchise tax return due on or before No- 
vember 30—Domestic and Foreign Corporations whose entire au- 
thorized capital stock was not issued prior to July 1 of current year. 

Utan—Corporation License Tax due between November 15 and December 

15—Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 
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The Corporation Trust Company's 
Supplementary Literature 


In connection with the various departments of its business 
The Corporation Trust Company publishes the following 
supplementary pamphlets and forms, any of which it is al- 
ways glad to send without charge to readers of The Journal: 









Why Corporations Leave Home. This is an informal discussion, from 
the business man’s point of view and in layman’s language, of why 
so many business companies are organized under the laws of Dela- 
ware instead of in their home states. While primarily for laymen, 
lawyers also may find this pamphlet useful when considering the 

matter of what state to choose for incorporation of a client’s 

business. 











Analysis of Delaware Amendments of 1929. In this especially prepared 
pamphlet the full text of all provisions, both of the corporation law and 
the franchise tax law, which were changed by the amendments of 1929 
is so presented as to show (1) the law as it stood before amendment ; 
(2) matter repealed; (3) new matter. Then, immediately following 
each section changed, is a short, clear explanation of the reason for and 
effect of the change. 


The New Decedent Estate Law of New York. The full text of the 
law as completely revised by the legislature of 1929, is given in this 


pamphlet. 


What Constitutes Doing Business. (Revised to July, 1928). A pamphlet 
containing brief digests of decisions selected from those in the various 
states as indicating what is construed in each state as “doing business.” 





Safeguarding Stock Transfers. Dealing with the many pitfalls in trans- 
ferring stock on a corporation’s books. 


Delaware Corporations. Presents in convenient form a digest of the 
Delaware corporation law, its advantages for business corporations, the 
attractive provisions for non par value stock, and a brief summary of 
the statutory requirements, procedure and costs of incorporation. 


Special Reports. When cases are decided that seem to be of some par- 
ticular interest or significance in connection with the matter of doing 
business by foreign corporations, The Corporation Trust Company 
sometimes issues one of these special reports. One on the Southwest 
Company case is now available. 














Transfer Requirements Chart. This supplement to The Stock Trans- 
fer Guide and Service shows the classifications into which requests for 
stock transfers are divided and how the principal requirements for each 
classification may be determined, either by the transfer agent or the 
individual desiring transfer made. 
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CA nnouncement ~ 


Sas ae CLEARING HOUSE, Inc., 
Loose Leaf Service Division of The Cor- 
poration Trust Company, announces its out- 
right purchase of — 


Court Decisions Reporting Corporation 

Cowan’s Manual of Securities Laws and 
Service 

Massachusetts Tax Service 

Wisconsin Tax Service 


The several loose-leaf services of the Court De- 
cisions Reporting Corporation, giving thousands 
of clients throughout the United States rapid, 
selective reports of decisions by all courts of 
record, are continued and promoted by the 
Court Decisions Reporting Department of Com- 
merce Clearing House, Inc. . . . Mr. Leonard 
L. Cowan tenders his good offices in the merg- 
ing of his “Blue Sky” Manual with the Stocks 
and Bonds Law Service of Commerce Clearing 
House, Inc., which is thereupon published in 
the interests of the combined groups of sub- 
scribers. . . . The Massachusetts Tax Service, 
heretofore published by the Massachusetts Tax 
Clearing House of Boston, continues under 
CCH direction as a prompt and accurate re- 
porter on the tax law of the Commonwealth. 
- » » The Wisconsin Tax Service is acquired 
from Henry B. Nelson, Inc., of Milwaukee, and 
under the able guidance of Mr. Nelson will 
partake of the benefits of the resources of the 
Commerce Clearing House organization with 


which he has become associated. 


Each of these additions to the CCH system of 
loose-leaf law reporting is an augury of im- 
proved and greater service to all subscribers 
and to them the increased law gathering and 
clearing facilities are dedicated. 


Now—35 Law Services in loose-leaf form—More than 50,000 subscribers 
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Quick news of Supreme 
Court decisions — digests of 


all opinions mailed same day 
handed down, purport of any 
particular decision telegraphed if 
desired — complete printed copy 
of all opinions mailed within few 
days of being handed down, typed 
copy of any particular opinion 
same day if desired ($5 extra 
charge )—digests of all cases sent 
as soon as argued or writ of ter- 
tiorari granted. Regular Service 
price $50 for term. Every large 
law office should have this Serv- 
ice. Write any office of The Cor- 


poration Trust ey for full 
particulars. 








